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BRIEF 


The  major  purpose  of  this  investigation  was  to  determine  the 
need  for  making  statistical  corrections  to  the  fitness  reports  of 
junior  officers  to  adjust  for  possible  inequalities  due  to  extra¬ 
neous  situational  factors.  The  situational  influences  for  which 
corrections  were  made  were  (a)  type  of  duty  stations  at  which 
reports  were  made,  (b)  number  of  reports  (up  to  5)  the  officer 
had  received,  (c)  rater  familiarity  with  the  junior  officer,  as 
measured  by  the  number  of  successive  reports  completed  by  the 
same  rater. 

The  analysis  was  conducted  on  the  reports  received  during  the 
first  18  months  of  active  duty  of  1,338  members  of  the  NROTC 
graduating  Class  of  1959-  The  sample  was  fractionated  into  groups 
homogeneous  with  regard  to  the  variables  being  studied.  Standard 
scores  were  computed  for  each  subgroup,  and  these  were  compared 
with  raw,  unstandardized  average  fitness  scores  for  the  total 
group . 

Although  significant  differences  in  fitness  ratings  were 
attributable  to  factors  (a)  and  (b)  above,  a  correlation  of  .97 
was  found  between  the  standardized  (corrected)  scores  and  the  raw, 
unstandardized  scores,  thus  indicating  the  influence  of  the  vari¬ 
ables  corrected  for  to  be  practically  negligible.  An  additional 
finding  was  that  correlations  of  about  .90  among  the  four  scales 
on  the  Fitness  Report  Summary  Sheet  permit  these  four  scales  to  be 
averaged  without  significant  loss  of  information. 

Although  conducted  in  the  process  of  developing  a  means  for 
using  early  fitness  reports  as  a  research  criterion,  the  findings 
of  this  study  are  encouraging  in  that  they  suggest  the  fitness 
report  to  be  relatively  uninfluenced  by  extraneous  factors  as 
used  operationally. 
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THE  EFFECTS  OF  CORRECTING  EARLY  FITNESS  REPORTS 
FOR  SITUATIONAL  FACTORS 

A.  PURPOSE 


The  primary  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  determine  if  correc¬ 
tions  are  needed  to  compensate  for  the  degree  to  which  certain 
extraneous  factors  influence  fitness  report  marks.  Examples  of 
such  extraneous  factors  are:  number  of  fitness  reports  received , 
number  of  fitness  reports  received  from  the  same  rater ^  and  type 
of  duty  station  at  which  ratings  were  received.  Should  the  effects 
of  these  extraneous  factors  be  found  to  be  significant 9  they  should 
be  appropriately  compensated  for  when  fitness  marks  are  being  used 
operationally  in  making  administrative  decisions  concerning  naval 
officers . 

The  development  of  a  single  summary  type  score  to  reflect 
fitness  marks  in  general  is  a  secondary  purpose  of  this  study. 

A  single  score  to  represent  an  overall  evaluation  of  an  officer Ts 
performance  is  frequently  needed. 


B.  POPULATION 

The  population  of  this  study  consists  of  the  1*338  graduates 
of  these  NROTC  programs  who  were  commissioned  as  Ensigns  during 
the  calendar  year  1959*  Of  these  there  were  804  Regular  and 
534  Contract  students . 


C.  DATA 

An  Officer  Summary  Record  (NAVPERS  1269  Rev.  7-57)  was  obtained 
for  each  officer  in  the  population.  These  records  include  the  follow¬ 
ing  information  abstracted  from  each  fitness  report  completed  for  the 
officer  during  his  first  l8-month  period  of  active  service 

Lo cat ion  and  type  of  duty 
Name  of  reporting  senior 
Rank  of  reporting  senior 

Rating  score  for  Item  l4a,  "Present  assignment" 


The  fitness  form  used  during  this  investigation  was  NAVPERS  310 
Rev.  3-54  "Report  on  the  Fitness  of  Officers,"  a  copy  of  which  is  shown 
in  Appendix  A. 
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Rating  score  for  Item  15,  "Considering  the  possible 
requirements  of  war,  indicate  your  attitude  toward 
having  this  officer  under  your  command" 

Rating  score  for  Item  l6a,  "in  comparison  with  other 
officers  of  his  grade  and  approximate  length  of  service, 
how  would  you  designate  this  officer?" 

Rating  score  for  Item  19,  a  summary  score  giving  equal 
weight  to  the  following  six  qualities:  "Professional 
knowledge,  cooperation,  judgement,  leadership,  promotion 
potential,  and  management  effectiveness" 


D.  PROCEDURE 


The  above  fitness  report  information  contained  in  the  Officer 
Summary  Record  for  each  officer  was  coded  as  follows: 

1.  Report  Dumber 

The  fitness  reports  received  by  each  officer  were  assigned  a 
chronological  number;  the  first  report  received  was  assigned  a  one, 
the  second  a  two,  etc.,  to  a  maximum  total  of  five  reports.  Many 
officers  in  the  sample  had  less  than  five  fitness  reports  available. 

2.  Rater  Familiarity 

The  first  fitness  report  submitted  on  a  particular  officer  by 
a  reporting  senior  was  assigned  a  one,  the  second  by  the  same  rater 
was  assigned  a  two,  etc. 

3.  Type  of  Duty  Station 

After  discussion  with  a  number  of  officers,  the  following 
scheme  for  categorizing  duty  types  was  selected  as  being  most 
consonant  with  the  purposes  of  this  investigation: 

A.  Large  Combat  Vessel 

B.  Small  Combat  Vessel 

C.  Non- Combat  Vessel 

D.  Shore  Duty  in  U.S. 

E.  Shore  Duty  Outside  U.S. 

F.  Duty  Under  Instruction 


4.  Actual  Performance  Ratings 

These  were  the  rating  scores  obtained  from  the  fitness 
reports,  see  Appendix  A: 
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a.  Present  assignment  (X  ) 

EL 

b.  Desirability  (X^) 

c.  Comparison  (Xc) 

d.  Quality  (Xd) 


(item  l4a) 
(item  15) 
(item  l6a) 
(item  19) 


The  numerical  weight  for  each  scale  value  has  been  typewritten 
on  the  form  in  the  appendix.  The  Quality  Rating  is  represented  by 
an  average  of  all  the  sub- scales  included  as  part  of  Item  19. 


Since  it  was  felt  that  the  index  derived  should  reflect  actual 
on-the-job  performance  and  not  academic  ability ,  reports  completed 
while  on  "Duty  under  Instruction"  were  eliminated  from  the  analysis. 


Four  scores  were  then  computed  as  follows: 

1.  Average  Raw  Score.  The  average  (across  all  fitness 
reports)  for  each  of  the  four  rating  scores  above  were  computed 
for  each  officer: 


V 


X,  X. 


2.  Summary  Average  Raw  Score.  This  consists  of  the  mean 
of  the  four  Average  Raw  Scores  for  each  officer: 


X 


a->d 


(X  „+x.  +  X  „+x,)/4. 


3.  Average  Standard  Score.  In  order  to  obtain  a  measure 

in  which  the  influence  of  report  number,  rater  familiarity,  and 

type  of  duty  station  have  been  statistically  removed,  standard 

scores  were  computed  as  follows.  All  fitness  reports  analyzed 

in  this  study  were  grouped  so  that  within  each  group  the  fitness 

reports  were  identical  with  respect  to  report  number,  rater 

familiarity,  and  type  of  duty  station.  Within  each  of  these 

groups  the  raw  scores  were  then  converted  to  standard  scores 

with  a  mean  of  50  and  a  standard  deviation  of  10:  Z  ,  Z.  ,  Z  ,  Z _ • 

a  b’  c?  d 

The  average  of  the  standard  scores  for  each  of  the  f our_r at ing s_ 

Z,  ,  Z 


analyzed  in  this  study  was 
Z 


computed  for  each  officer:  Z  , 


'b5  c- 

d-  The  number  of  reports  on  which  the  average  was  based  ranged 
from  1  to  5. 


4.  Summary  Average  Standard  Score.  This  consists  of  the 
mean  of  the  four  Average  Standard  Scores  for  each  officer: 


Means  were  computed  for  fitness  report  marks  associated  with 
each  of  the  "Type  of  Duty  Station"  categories ,  significance  tests 
were  applied  to  differences  between  means,  and  correlations  were 
computed  between  the  various  scores. 


E.  RESULTS 

1.  Means 

Tables  1,  2,  and  3  show  the  mean  raw  scores  of  the  population 
categorized  in  various  ways . 

As  indicated  by  the  means  in  Table  1,  the  fitness  report  marks 
were  skewed  toward  the  positive  end  of  each  rating  scale  (the  posi¬ 
tive  end  of  the  scale  was  coded  0,  and  the  negative  end  of  the  scale 
was  coded  10) .  This  is  consistent  with  the  frequently  reported 
skewness  of  military  performance  ratings. 

Table  1  also  shows  that  there  is  more  variance  (reflected  by 
the  standard  deviations)  associated  with  the  "Desirability"  scale 
than  with  the  other  scales.  The  mean  fitness  scores  obtained  while 
on  "U.S.  Shore  Duty,"  were  more  favorable  (numerically  lower)  than 
the  corresponding  mean  scores  of  other  stations.  With  one  exception, 
the  mean  scores  for  "Small  Combat  Vessel"  were  less  favorable 
(numerically  higher)  than  the  corresponding  mean  scores  of  other 
stations . 

Table  2  shows  the  results  of  significance  tests  applied  to  the 
differences  among  the  means  shown  in  Table  1.  "Shore  Duty  in  U.S." 
is  significantly  better  than  the  other  types  of  duty  station.  The 
only  other  significant  difference  found  was  between  "Large  Combat 
Vessel"  and  "Small  Combat  Vessel,"  ratings  from  the  former  being 
more  favorable  (lower  numerically) . 

Table  3  presents  the  ratings  on  "Present  Assignment"  categorized 
in  terms  of  the  situational  variable  being  investigated.  The  previous¬ 
ly  noted  tendency  for  first  fitness  scores  given  at  "U.S.  Shore  Duty" 
and  on  "Small  Combat  Vessel"  to  be  better  and  poorer,  respectively,  than 
reports  given  at  other  stations  is  herein  shown^  to  also  hold  for  later 
fitness  reports.  A  general  tendency  for  mean  fitness  scores  to  improve 


2  - 

Columns  and 


K_  compared  to  Columns  X  and  X  and  X  . 
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TABLE  1 


Rating  Means,  Standard  Deviations  and  N*s  for  Groups 
By  Type  of  Duty  Station  on  First  Fitness  Report 


Type  of 

Duty  Station 

Rating  a 

(Present  Assignment) 

N  X  SD 

—  a 

Rating  b 
(Desirability) 

.  N  5^  SD 

Rating  c 
( Comparability) 

N  X  SD 

—  c 

Rating  d 
(Qualities) 

N  X,  SD 

A.  Large  Combat 
Vessel 

348  2.82  1.39 

348  2.57  1.72 

348  3.05  1.45 

335  3.10  1.24 

B.  Small  Combat 
Vessel 

365  3.09  1.4l 

366  2.90  1.67 

3 66  3.33  1.36 

354  3.28  1.17 

C.  Non -‘Combat 
Vessel 

42  2.88  1.21 

42  2.57'  1.55 

42  3.19  1.17 

4o  3.03  1.10 

D.  Shore  Duty 
in  U.S. 

225  2.4l  1.14 

225  2.18  1.42 

221  2.65  1.08 

215  2.60  i.o4 

E.  Shore  Duty 
outside  U.S. 

33  2.94  1.14 

33  2.91  1.51 

33  3.15  1.23 

32  3.06  1.05 

TABLE  2 


Significance  Levels  of  Differences  Between  Duty  Stations 
In  Mean  Ratings  on  First  Fitness  Report 
(t-tests) 


Duty  Station 

_ 1 

Rating  a 

(Present  Assignment) 
B  C  D  E 

Rating  b 
(Desirability) 

B  C  D  E 

Rating  c 
(Comparability) 

B  C  D  E 

_  j 

Rating  d 
(Qualities) 

B  C  D  E 

A. 

Large  Combat 
Vessel 

.02  NS 

.005 

NS 

.01  NS 

.005 

NS  1 

.01  NS 

.005 

NS 

.10  NS 

.005  NS 

B. 

Small  Combat 
Vessel 

(-)  NS 

.005 

NS 

(-)  NS 

.005 

NS 

(-)  NS 

.005 

NS 

(-)  NS 

.005  NS 

C. 

Non- Combat 
Vessel 

(-) 

.05 

NS 

(-) 

NS 

NS 

(-) 

.01 

NS 

(-) 

.05  NS 

D. 

Shore  Duty 
in  U.S. 

(-) 

.02 

(-) 

.01 

(-) 

.05 

(-)  .05 

E. 

Shore  Duty 
outside  U.S. 

(-) 

(-)i 

(-) 

(-) 

Note . — 


NS  =  not  significant 
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with  each  subsequent  report  is  evident ,  but  no  trend  associated 
with  rater  familiarity^  is  evident  from  a  visual  inspection  of 
Table  3* 

2.  Inter correlations 

Table  4  presents  the  intercorrelations  between  the  various  raw 
and  standardized  scores  for  both  the  first  report  and  averages  based 
on  all  reports. 


F.  DISCUSSION 


1.  Station  Differences 


The  results  of  this  analysis  show  a  distinct  difference  in  the 
fitness  marks  received  by  officers  assigned  to  various  types  of 
stations.  If  the  assumption  is  made  that  there  was  no  selective 
detailing  on  the  basis  of  ability  (i.e.,  no  discrimination  on 
ability  was  used  by  detailing  officers  in  assigning  these  officers 
to  the  types  of  billets  herein  analyzed) ,  then  to  treat  fitness 
marks  from  some  types  of  duty  stations  (like  Small  Combat  Vessel) 
as  equivalent  to  fitness  marks  from  other  types  (like  Shore  Station , 
U.S.)  is,  in  effect,  penalizing  the  officers  at  the  former  stations 
and  unduly  rewarding  officers  at  the  latter  stations. 

If  some  type  of  selective  detailing  is  operating,  the  equivalence 
of  ratings  given  at  various  types  of  duty  stations  depends  on  the 
direction  of  the  selective  detailing.  If  there  is  a  tendency  to 
assign  officers  with  greater  general  ability  to  U.S.  Shore  Stations, 
and  to  assign  officers  with  less  general  ability  to  Small  Combat 
Ships,  then  the  fitness  marks  received  may  truly  be  equivalent.  On 
the  other  hand,  should  the  detailing  be  in  the  opposite  direction, 
the  fitness  marks  would  have  even  more  inequality  than  Table  1  indi¬ 
cates.  As  will  be  noted  in  later  discussions,  this  problem  of  differ¬ 
ences  between  duty  stations  in  fitness  reports  is  less  serious  than  it 
seems . 


3 

Numerically  the  means  in  Row  I  >  the  means  in  Row  II  >  the  means 
in  Row  III,  etc. 

4 

For  example  there  is  no  trend  shown  in  Column  X^on  the  IVth  report 
that  corresponds  to  the  increased  rater  exposure ,_i .e . ,  X  is  2.30  for 
raters  who  for  the  first  time  rated  the  officer,  X  is  2.30  for  2nd 
reports  by  the  same  rater,  2.11  for  3rd  reports  by  the  same  rater  and 
2.41  for  4th  reports  by  the  same  rater. 
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TABLE  4 


Intercorrelations  of  Raw  and  Standardized  Fitness  Report  Scores 


RAW  SCORES  .  STANDARDIZED  SCORES 


FIRST  REPORT 

r~ 

ALL  REPORTS 

FIRST 

REPORT 

ALL 

REPORTS 

X  X.  X  x : .  X  _ 

a  d  c  d  ar*d 

I  X 

a 

*b 

X 

c 

Xd 

X  , 

Z 

a 

zb 

Z 

c 

Zd 

Z  , 
a+d 

z 

a 

2b 

Z 

c 

Zd 

Za-+d 

Xa 

80  78  84  91 

75 

63 

67 

70 

73 

98 

78 

75 

81 

88 

75 

66 

67 

69 

73 

*b 

82  79  91 

64 

69 

66 

65 

71 

78 

98 

79 

77 

89 

65 

7  6 

67 

65 

72 

X 

c 

75  89 

62 

62 

72 

63 

69 

75 

79 

98 

73 

86 

62 

66 

75 

62 

69 

xd 

89 

70 

64 

67 

79 

74 

81 

76 

72 

98 

86 

70 

68 

67 

78 

74 

Y 

a-*d  (1st  Rep.  Average 

73 

71 

73 

75 

78 

89 

89 

87 

86 

93 

74 

75 

74 

74 

77 

Raw  Score) 

X 

a 

_87 

88 

3k 

96 

72 

61 

58 

67 

69 

97 

84 

84 

88 

93 

90 

86 

96 

60 

67 

59 

61 

66 

85 

97 

87 

84 

93 

X 

c 

86 

95 

63 

63 

69 

64 

69 

85 

87 

97 

83 

92 

xd 

95 

67 

62 

59 

75 

70 

88 

85 

83 

97 

92 

(Summary  Average  Rai 

r 

70 

69 

66 

71 

73 

93 

93 

92 

92 

97 

a-ra 

Score) 

Za 

79 

76 

83 

90 

76 

67 

68 

70 

73 

zb 

80 

78 

90 

65 

77 

68 

65 

72 

z 

c 

74 

88 

63 

66 

76 

63 

70 

zd 

88 

71 

69 

68 

80 

75 

Za-*d 

(1st  Rep.  Average 

-andard  Score) 

73 

75 

74 

74 

77 

Z 

a 

87 

87 

91 

96 

89 

87 

95 

z 

C 

85 

95 

!d 

95 

Za+d 

(Summary  Average  St€ 

ndard  Score) 

_ 

Note . — 


Decimal  point  omitted. 

N  ranges  from  889  to  1261 


RATING  CODE: 

a  Present  assignment 

b  Desirability  in  time  of  war 

c  Comparison  with  other  officers 

d  Personal  qualities 

e  Combined  traits 


8 


2.  Rater  Familiarity 


These  were  non-existent  or  negligible  in  this  analysis.  That  is, 
successive  reports  by  the  same  rater  did  not  show  an  increment  over 
time  beyond  that  accounted  for  by  the  report  number.  (See  Table  3 
and  discussion.) 

3 .  Rating  Number 


The  general  trend  of  more  favorable  ratings  with  later  fitness 
reports^,  though  statistically  significant ,  does  not  markedly  influence 
the  relative  ranks  of  the  officers  rated.  (See  Section  5>  below.) 


It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  "higher  rating  over  time" 
phenomenon  takes  place  even  though  it  would  not  theoretically  occur 
if  the  directions  for  marking  fitness  reports  were  rigidly  followed. 
Fitness  marks  are  to  be  based  on  a  comparison  with  other  officers  of 
the  same  rank6  and  length  of  service.  Since  in  each  case  the  marking 
is  to  be  made  relative  to  other  officers  of  equal  rank  and  length  of 
service  even  if  all  officers  improved  to  the  same  extent  (in  an 
absolute  sense)  over  time,  the  distribution  of  marks  assigned  would 


theoretically  stay  at  the  same  level 
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4 .  Use  of  a  Single  Summary  Score  to  Reflect  an  Officer's  Cumulated 
Fitness  .Marks 


Justification  for  combining  ratings  must  consider  the  amount  of 
variance  that  will  be  masked  by  the  combining  process.  The  more 
highly  correlated  the  ratings  the  smaller  will  be  the  amount  of  infor¬ 
mation  lost  in  the  combining  process  and  vice  versa.  Table  4  shows, 
underlined  in  the  second  diagonal  subsection,  the  inter correlations 
between  average  raw  scores  across  all  reports.  They  range  from  .86 
to  .91.  Rimland  (1959)  has  demonstrated  stability  in  fitness  marks 
after  the  accumulation  of  4-5  fitness  reports.  The  average  raw 
scores  in  the  present  study  are  based  upon  approximately  4-5  fitness 
reports.  The  lowest  average  raw  score  intercorrelation  is  .86  (across 
all  reports)  which  means  that  in  this  lowest  relationship  some  variance 
would  be  lost  in  combining  the  average  raw  scores.  In  the  remaining 
cases  less  variance  would  be  lost. 


5 

As  seen  in  Tables  1  and  3?  a  general  tendency  for  mean  fitness 
scores  to  improve  with  each  subsequent  report. 

g 

All  the  officers  in  this  sample  were  ensigns  during  the  entire 
period  studied. 

7 

It  has  been  substantiated  that  fitness  marks  tend  to  be  more 
favorable  with  higher  rank,  so  in  actuality  the  instructions  are  not 
being  rigidly  followed. 
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The  Summary  Average  Raw  Score  is  a  single  score  for  each  officer. 

If  it  is  closely  related  to  the  Average  Raw  Scores  representing  each 
rating  then  this  Summary  Average  Raw  Score  may  serve  to  represent 
the  cumulative  fitness  marks  of  officers  across  all  scales.  As  seen 
in  the  tenth  column  in  the  table  the  four  average  raw  scores  for  each 
rating  are  correlated  .96,  .96,  .95,  and  .95  respectively  with  the 
Summary  Average  Raw  Score.  The  Summary  Average  Raw  Score  thus  repre¬ 
sents  the  four  average  raw  scores  fairly  well  (only  10%  of  the  variance 
is  lost)  and  they  in  turn  represent  the  cumulative  fitness  marks 
received. 

5 .  Standardization  of  Scores 


Standardizing  scores,  in  the  manner  previously  described,  sta¬ 
tistically  removes  differences  in  marking  characteristics  between 
stations,  between  report  numbers,  and  between  degrees  of  rater 
familiarity.  If  a  Summary  Average  Standard  Score  based  on  these 
standard  scores  differed  greatly  from  the  corresponding  Summary 
Average  Raw  Score,  it  would  indicate  that  these  (extraneous)  situ¬ 
ational  variables  (singly  and/or  inter act ionally)  cumulatively  are 
strongly  influencing  the  fitness  marks.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  there 
is  a  close  relationship  between  the  raw  and  standardized  Summary 
Average  Scores,  the  combined  influence  of  these  situational  variables 
has  little  influence  on  the  fitness  marks.  The  correlation  between 

the  two  scores  (X  &  2  )  can  be  seen  to  be  .97  from  Table  4 

ct  a— ^d. 

(last  column,  tenth  row) .  This  indicates  that  the  latter  alternative 
is  the  actual  one.  Since  the  raw  and  the  standardized  (corrected) 
Summary  Scores  are  essentially  equivalent,  the  more  simply  attained 
raw  Summary  Score  is  the  more  feasible  of  the  two  to  use  as  a  uni¬ 
tary  score  of  over-all  effectiveness. 


G.  CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


1.  There  are  differences  in  average  fitness  assigned  ratings 
of  various  types  of  duty  stations,  but  these  are  relatively  small 
in  comparison  with  the  large  individual  differences  found  among 
officers  in  the  ratings  received. 

2.  Fitness  marks  assigned  to  ensigns  tend  to  move  toward  more 
favorable  scores  on  succeeding  reports. 

3.  Statistical  corrections  for  type  of  duty  station,  rater 
familiarity,  and  report  number  need  not  be  made  in  producing  a 
criterion  for  research  purposes,  since  the  effects  of  these 
corrections  are  negligible. 
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4.  The  Summary  Average  Raw  Score  is  a  feasible  unitary  score 
for  use  as  a  research  criterion  of  officer  performance. 
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APPENDIX  A 


NUHN-IIM  (MV.  U4I 


WORKSHEET 

REPORT  ON  THE  FITNESS  OF  OFFICERS 


THE  OFFICER  REPORTED  ON  WILL  FILL  IN  THE  FIRST  ELEVEN  SECTIONS: 


1.  NAME  (ZwO  (IM) 

OOMM) 

tLiaH(R) 

4.  DESIGNATOR 

&numa 

srKssw-viBe  w 

jat  Vessel.3 

■row 

771 

1  7.  DAT!  REPORTED  PRESENT  DUTY  STATION 

iftore  Sty  US 

i:«R 

jre.Jjty  Outside  US 
jy  Under  Instruct lor 

8.  OCCASION  FOR  REPORT 

UMI-  I — |  DCTACMMCMT  OP  1 — 1 
ANNUAL  LJ  NEPORTtNO  HtNION  LJ 

RBS9H 

10.  PERIOD  OF  REPORT 

PNOM  TO 

11.  DUTCS.  IM  prtmtipd  WEm  rntnU  to&wtimt  witches,  mi  Me*  in  parenthem  dttr  each  flt  number  of  month  during  the  rtpcrtino  period.  If  aieimment  It  h*  ether  them 
rtgular  Suf  Wet  or  Nwlwt  tutiee  mm  #toB  NfrtH#*«f,  gfca  on Ota*  of  purpose,  Scope,  ami  signifiarece  cf  suck  duties.  Ifneeusarg,  uee  separate  skeel  ond  attach  to  tkis  form. 


FOLLOWING  TO~8E  TmXED  IN  by  THE  REPORTING  CTTICER:  V  Ot^turt  ofefficM  reported  9t 

!L  employment  or  command  durum  feiuoo  or  this  report  1 


13.  REFERENCE  HEM  AMD  APPEND  ANY  COMMENDABLE  ON  ADVERSE  REPORTS  ON  THIS  OFFICER  RECEIVED  DURING  THE  PERIOD  OF  THIS  REPORT 


14.  PERFORMANCE  OF  DUTIES  {/•  comparUon  wHk  other  officers  of  kit  f rode  and  approximate  length  o f  service,  consider  the  requirements  of  hit  duties  and  svaluats  hit  performance.) 


DUTY  ASSIGNMENT 

N 

0 

T 

0 

B 

B 

■ 

R 

V 

E 

D 

Outstanding  per¬ 
formance  In  moat 
aspects  of  bis  duty 
High¬ 
ly  Qualified. 

Excellent  .perform¬ 
ance  In  most  aspects 

Of  hli  duty  assign¬ 
ments.  Efficient  or 
competent  In  most 
of  the  remaining  as¬ 
pects.  Frequently 
demonstrate#  out¬ 
run  ding  perform¬ 
ance. 

Competent  and  effi¬ 
cient  performance 

In  most  aspects  of 
his  duty  assign¬ 
ments.  Frequently 
demonstrate#  excel¬ 
lent  performance. 

Satisfactory  per 
form  an  oe  In  moet 
aspects  of  bis  duty 
assignments.  Needs 
some  supervision. 
Basically  qualified. 

Inadequate  per¬ 
formance  in  many 
aspects  of  hU  duty 
assignments.  Need* 
close  supervision. 

He  la  not  qualified. 

(Adverse) 

(a)  Praiant  Aatlgnmant 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

6 

10 

(b)  At  Watch  Officer 

(c)  Collateral  Dutlai 

(d)  Technical  Specialty 

(e)  Ship  Handttnf 

(f)  In  Admlnlatratlon 

(g)  Ability  to  Command 

(h)  At  Executive  or  Olvlaton  Officer 

(1)  Duty  on  a  Staff 

0)  Other 

i _ 

15.  CmiHiriwi  the  ttulbli  requIrtMMiti  «f  ParHeularly  Prafwr  n#t 

war,  Indlcata  yaur  attttud*  toward  Having  daalra  to  PT1  Prator  him  pn  Ri  pi— mA  to  [T~|  ti  latHftod  (71  to  hava  him? 

thl*  afflcar  undar  yaur  — —id.  Wauld  yaui  hava  hlmT  UJ  to  maitt  EdJ  hava  hlmT  cLJ  la  hava  hltn?  LU  (Advaraa) _ 


16.  (a)  In  comparison  with  other  officers  of  hli  grade  and  approximate  length  of  service,  how  would  you  designate  this  officer? 
(b)  For  this  report  period  Indicate  In  (b)  how  many  officers  of  his  grade  you  have  designated  In  each  category  of  (a). _ 


One  of  tbo  few  highly 
outstanding  officer#  I 
know 

A  very  line  officer  of 
great  value  to  the 
service 

A  dependable  and  typi¬ 
cally  effective  offloer 

An  acceptable  offloer 

Unsatisfactory 

(Advene) 

(a) 

(b) 

L  __  . _ 

17.  COMMENTS.  /»  (Ai*  section  ti  I*  ImporfarU  fliaf  the  outstanding  characteristics  of  (Ae  officer,  and  any  weaknesses  wAieA  eerioutly  affect  Ai*  performance  of  duty,  be  reported.  714 
op pralsal  should  be  concise  and-concretc  In  terms  of  specific  tramples  of  performance  from  which  the  mort  general  /actor*  can  be  inferred.  The  appraisal  will  justify  the  marks  assigned  hi 
Hems  H,  16,  and  lfi,  above.  In  addition,  tlu  appraisal  *Ao»/ld  include  oumandiny  cualOfealion#  in  any  field  tuck  as  the  following:  administration,  planning,  logistics,  electronics,  wow 
weapons,  and  in  dealing  a1  if  A  the  puNic  in  psnonal  or  official  contacts.  Til*  space  mud  not  6*  Ufl  Want. 


18.  NAME.  GRADE.  AND  FILE  NUMBER  OF  REPORTING  OFFICER.  OFFICIAL  STATUS  RELATIVE  TO  OFFICER  REPORTED  ON. 


Code  used  to  designate  reporting  seniors:  ENS  (l) 


LT  (3)  LCDR  (4)  CDR  (5)  CAPT  (6) 
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19.  In  comparison  with  othar  officers  of  hit  grade  and  approximate  length  of  aervlca  or  approximate  length  of  duty  assignment,  to  what  degree  hat  this  officer  exhibited 
the  following  qualities? _ 


(a)  PROFESSIONAL  KNOWLEDGE  (Consider  the  requirements  of  hie  various  duty  assignments  and  compare  them  to  his  professional  knowledge.) 


MOT  OBSERVED 

□ 

Has  exceptional  knowledge 
of  his  duty  aaetgamaoU. 
Extremely  well  Informed. 

i 

Haa  excellent  knowledge  of 
moat  phases  of  his  duty 
aarf  gnments.  Is  well  m* 
formed  on  the  remaining 
phases.  Occasionally  dem¬ 
onstrates  exceptional  knowl¬ 
edge. 

la  wen  Informed  on  moat 
phases  of  bis  duty  assign¬ 
ments.  Frequently  demon¬ 
strate*  excellent  knowledge. 

Haa  satisfactory  knowledge 
of  routine  phases  of  bis  duty 
assignments. 

Serious  gaps  In  his  knowl¬ 
edge  of  fundamentals  of  his  * 

duty  assignments. 

(Adverse) 

__  |  - 

_ 2 _ L _ 3 _ 1 

_ £ _ 1 _ 5 _ 1 

6  n 

•  10 

(b)  COOPERATION  (Consider  ability  and  willingness  to  work  In  harmony  with  and  for  others.) 

NOT  OBSERVED 

□ 

Extremely  successful  in 
working  with  others.  Has 
an  outstanding  ability  to 
oreata  harmony. 

Promotes  harmony  In  deal¬ 
ing  with  others.  A  vary 
good  team  worker. 

Gets  along  well  with  moet 
people.  Knows  how  to  take 
order*.  Fits  In  with  a  team. 

Indifferent  to  others. 
Cooperates  occasionally. 

Inclined  to  create  friction. 

Generally  not  cooperative. 

(Adverse) 

_  _  |  ___ 

_ 2 _ 1 _ 3__ 

4  1  5 

6  1  8 

•  10 

(c)  JUDGMENT  (Consider  his  ability  to  grasp  a  situation,  think  clearly,  and  develop  corract  and  logical  conclusions.) 

NOT  OBSERVED 

□ 

Outstandingly  sound  and 
logical  thinker  with  an 
exoepttona)  grasp  of  the 
situation  Involved. 

Exceptionally  good  Judg¬ 
ment  based  on  sound  evalu¬ 
ation  of  all  the  factors 
Involved. 

Judgment  Is  usually  sound 
and  reasonable. 

Is  prone  to  neglect  or  mis¬ 
interpret  fact*.  Occasion¬ 
ally  commits  errors  In 
Judgment. 

Due  to  faulty  Judgment,  his 
decisions  or  recommenda¬ 
tions  are  too  frequently 
wrong. 

(Adverse) 

“  o  1  I 

i _ 2 _ 1 _ 2 _ 

1  1  -1 

■  6  r~8 

*  lo 

(d)  LEADERSHIP  (Consider  his  ability  In  organizing,  obtaining  the  cooperation  of  others,  and  In  directing  their  efforts  effectively.) 


NOT  OBSERVED 

□ 

Outstanding  skill  In  direct¬ 
ing  others  results  tn  a  very 
effective  unit.  Inspire*  con¬ 
fidence  even  under  very 
difficult  circumstances, 

A  consistently  good  leader. 
Commands  respect  of  his 
subordinates.  Is  very  effec¬ 
tive  under  difficult  circum¬ 
stances. 

Capable  leader.  Develops 
good  cooperation  and  team 
work  in  difficult  circum¬ 
stances.  Knows  how  to  give 
orders. 

Generally  obtains  effective 
cooperation  under  normal 
circumstances. 

Fails  to  command.  Unable 
to  eiert  control. 

(Adverse) 

_  q  |  - 

2  I  3 

4 _ 1 .  5 . 

6  re 

•  10 

(e)  PROMOTION  POTENTIAL  (Consider  his  capacity  to  handle  Jobs  of  Increased  scope  and  greater  responsibility,  ability  to  learn  rapidly,  personality,  self-improvement 
efforts,  special  abilities,  and  training.) 

NOT  OBSERVED 

□ 

Capable  of  Increased  respon¬ 
sibility  and  rapid  advance¬ 
ment. 

Very  promising  promotional 
material. 

Demonstrates  promise  for 
further  growth  at  moderate 
rate. 

Present  Job  Is  tailng  bis 
capabilities.  Requires  con¬ 
siderable  amount  of  training. 

Definitely  limited. 

(Adverse) 

•oil 

2  1  3 

5  1  5 

r 
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<f)  MANAGEMENT  EFFECTIVENESS  (Consider  his  utilization  of  men.  money 

and  materials.) 

NOT  OBSERVED 

□ 

Is  moet  effective  In  ttao  utili¬ 
zation  of  men,  money,  and 
materials. 

Conserves  men,  money,  and 
materials  effectively  by  im¬ 
plementing  and  maintain¬ 
ing  routine  management 
procedures, 

Utilizes  men,  money,  and 
materials  in  a  barely  satis¬ 
factory  manner. 

Is  needlessly  wasteful  of 
men,  money,  and  materials. 

Is  irresponsible  In  this 
regard. 

(Adverse) 

■■mi 

iMppiBP 

■■■§■■■1 

■■■■ 

(g)  REMARKS.  Marks  In  any  of  the  starred  (*)  boxes  must  be  Justified  In  this  section  with  a  brief  description  of  the  factors  which  were  considered  In  evaluating  the 
officer.  The  Justification  should  be  In  concrete  and  specific  terms. 


20.  State  your  estimate  of  this  officer's  capacity  for  original  and  constructive  professional  work  and  Indicate  to  what  degree  his  performance  during  this  reporting 
period  has  reflected  that  capacity.  State  concrete  attainments  wherever  possible.  If  not  observed,  so  state. 


21.  (a)  As  a  general  rule,  officers  should  not  be  shown  their  fitness  reports  by  the  reporting  seniors  unless  the  report  contains  adverse  matter.  An  adverse  report 
must  be  referred  for  statement  pursuant  to  Article  1 701  — (S)  Navy  Regulations.  His  statement  should  be  attached  to  this  report. 


(h)  Has  th*  officer  r^portr-d  on  seen  this  report? 


vcs  □ 


KO  O 


22.  DATE  PORWARDEO 


(6’4rnofttr«  of  reporting  officer) 


_ WORKSHEET 

(Sfgnafurs  of  regular  reporting  ttnhr  if  report  It  cencurrrry) 
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